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H Y THE COMPTROLLER ((ENERAL
OF THE U Z\]/I 1) STATES

Environmental Review ‘
Environmental Reviews Done By

Commumt!os/m They Needed?
Are They Adequate?

~ Department of Housing and Urban Development

Communities receiving cemmunity develop
ment block arants are do'ng anvironmentsi
reviews for oro,ects which atfect the enviro:,
ment hittle, +f at 2l GAD questioned the nrwd
for these urmecessary environimental reviews
and 15 making recommerdations aimed at
eliminating. them.

"~ This report also discusses problems commuy:

nities have in effzctively carrying out the en-
virenmentai responsibitities delegated by the
Department ‘ot Housing and Urban Develcy-

" ment.

- GAO s making recommendations aimed at
solving these preblems.
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To the President of the Senate and the ST
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses unnecessary environmental reviews
heing made by communities receiving community development
hlock grants and the problems experienced by communities in
effectively carrying out their environmental responsibilities.

N

ae examined these environmertal reviews tc. provide the
Corgress with information as to whetncr the policies of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 19¢9 (42 U.S.C. 4321),
were being effectively implemented and whether the public
can be assured undiminished protection of the environment
in connection with expenditures under this program.

»

‘#e made our review pursuant to the Budaet and Acccunting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. °3), the Accountirg and Auditing Act

of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67), and the Legislative Reorganizatior
Act of 1970 (31 U.S5.C. 1152). :

we are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Chairman of the Council
on Environmental Quality; the Administrator, Environmental
F -otection Agency; the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- .
ment; and the Secretary vf Health, Education, and Welfare.

~ Juaw A

Comptroller General
of the United States

1
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS DONE BY

ARE THEY ADEQUATE?
Department of Housing .
and Urban Development .-

DIGEST

Communities are doing environmental reviews.
for minor projects which have few, if any,
effects on the environment. . This 1s a waste
of time and money.

GAO examined 26 communities. which spent about
$214,000 or 450 environmental reviews during -
the first year of the community development
biock program. {See p. 6.) Reviews of about
54 percent of the projects may have bean dan-
necessary. With 3,044 communicies receiving
‘grants during the first program year, envi~.
ronmental reviews nationwide could h-ve cost
$14 million. (See p. 7.) :

]

Based on a community's certification of com-
pliance with Federal environmental require-~
ments, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development releases grant funds to the ap-
plicant. To meet environmental requirements,
an applicant must go through a prescribed =
review process to determine how each project
will affect the environment and must advise
the public of its findings. (A limited number
of activities, such as planning and admini-
stration, are specifically exempt from envi-
ronnental reviews.)

r

If a project will greatly affect the environ- -
ment, an Environmental Impact Statement must

be prepared. Seventy-five Environmental _ o
Impact Statements were prepared by block grant
recipients as cf September 1976. (See p. 5.)

Lnvironmental reviews may not be needed for .
such community develcpment-activities as

--social or service projects;

--minor haintenance,‘replacement, or repair -
projects which do not alter existing uses;

-—-beautification projocts; and

Year Shees. - Upon removal. the report : 1
co-er date should be noted hereon. '

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS COMMUNITIES: ARE THEY VhEDED’-””
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--rehabilitation or renovation of occupied
structures and loans and grants to property
owners for such work. (See p. 7.)°

Some communities are not effectively carrying
out the envi-onmental responsibilities dele-
gated by the Depertment of Housing and Urban
Development. Their environmental reviews do
not

--adeguately describe the project,

~~Jeiine existing environmental <onditions
and current environmental trends,

-~identify and evaluate how proposed prejects
will affect the environment,

--consider changes and/or alternatives for
proposed projects, or

~-address required historic va.ues,
(See p. 12.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

Tco make the envircnmental review process easier
and to make sure that communities carry out
their responsibilitieg, the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Developm2nt should:

~--Work with the Council on Ervironmental
Quality to identify, and exempt from review,
those insignificant tvpes of projects which
do not need environmental reviews.

--Clarify and expard the Department's envi-
ronmental review procedi.res, particularly
the scope of envircnmental reviews required
by communities. ‘

--Establish a mandatory environmentai review
format for communities to use.

--Emphasize training of community envircnmen-
talists, _ :

-~Revise the Department's monitoring proce-

dures, sO communitiles' environmental reviews
are evaluated in depth. (See p. 22.)

ii
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EGENCY COMMENTS

The Council on Environmental Quality; the
Environmental Prctection Agency; and the De-
partments of Health, Education, and Welfare
and Housing and Urban Development gyenerally
agreed thet certain types of projects should
be exempt from environmental reviews. They
zenerally agreed that the scope of required
environmental reviews need to be defined,
increased training is needed, and that a
mandatory environmental review format and in
cdepth evaluations of communities' environmen-
tal reviews during monitoring are neeced.

The Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment is soliciting criticisms of the existing
regulations and suggestions for improving them,
It plans a major revision of the environmental
orocedures in the fall of 1977. (See p. 22.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTIGN

"To Geclare a national policy which will encourage
"productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his
environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or
eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and’
stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich

thic understanding of the ecological systems and natural.
resources . important to the Nation; and to establish a .
Council on Environmental Quality.” BN

With these stated purposes, the National Environmental’
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seqg.) was en-
acted on January 1, 1970. ' '

To achieve these ends, the act qenerally directs that
all Federal agencies

--utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach in
making environmental decisions,

--develop procedures for assuring appropriate consider-
ation of environmental amenities and values, and. .

-~prepare detailed statements disclosing the environ-
mental 1impacts of major Federal actions cignificantly
affecting the quality of rhe human environment,
inciuding alternatives. to the proposed accions,

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (1) provides
national policvy and guidance on Pederal activities affecting
the environment, (2) assists in coordinati:ng these activities,
and (3) oversees Federa} agencies' implementation of HEPA.

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY

'DEVELOPMENT ACT

‘Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 (Supp. 5 1975)) consolidated seven ex-
isting Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

.categorical programs l/ into a new, single program of com-

munity development block grants.

1/Urban Renewal; Model Cities; WAter and Sewer Facilities;’

Open Space; Neighborhood Fac®lities; Rehabilitation Loans; .
and Puulic Facilities Loans. ' SR
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The primary objactive of this progrem is to develop
viable urban communities by providing decent housing, a suit-
able living environment, and expanded economic opportunities,
principally for persons of low and moderate income. Thie
objec:ive - is to be achieved through elimination of slunms,
blight, and detrimental living conditions, conservation and
expansion of the Nation's housing stock, expension and improve-
me- of community services, more rational utilization of

-lanu and other natural resources, reduction of the isolation

of income groups within communities, and restoration and
preservaticn of properties with special histeric, architec-
tural, or esthetic values.

Unjer title I, HUD 1s authorized to make grants to
States and units of general local government to help fin-
ance eligible community development activities. ~Althouyh
the act contemglates the community development block grant
program extendinj cver at least a 6-year period, the initial
$8.4 billion authorization covers only 3 years. For fiscal
year 1975--the first year of the program-~3,044 coOmmunities
received gra.ats totaling $2.54 billion to help finance com=-
munity development programs. As of December 31, 1976,
aprroved grants amounted to $4.8 bdillion cumulatively.

Cities over 50,000 in population and urbean counties
over 200,000 in population are entitled to grants deter-
mined by a formula based on Dopulation, extent of housing
overcrowding, and extent of poverty. Discretionary grants
i.e also awarded to applicant communities at the Secretary's
discretion rather than on the basis oI the legislative
formula.

HUC AND COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER NEPA

In deference to NLPR, the Congress included, as part of
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, section
104(h) (1) which states 1in part that,

"% & * Tn ogrder to assure that the po- icies of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ‘are most
2ffectively implemented in connection with the
expenditure of funds under this title, and to assure
to the public undiminished protection of the environ-
ment, the Secretary, 1a lieu of the environmental
protection procedures otherwise applicable, ray under
regulations provide for the release of funds for
particular projects to appl:icants who assume all of




the responsibilities for environmantal rev:3zw,
decisionmaking, and accion pursuant to such Act |
that would apply <0 the Cecretary were he to undar=-
take such projects ¢3 Federal projects., * * *"
(Underscoring supplind.)

Section 104(h) of title I makes an unprecedented dele-
gation of authority te the applicant for environmental im-

. pact assessments required under NEPA. This is the first

time that the authority for insuring NEPA's implementation
has been delegated below the Federal level. <Concern over
transferring this auvthority to S*ate and local governments
was expressed during the Senate debate of title I by the
author of NZPA and the American Federation of Labor and ,
Congress of Tndustrial Organizations. Some of the concerns
raised were: :

~=Some municipal governments mav not have the necessary
capability to perform environmental assessments and
draft adequate environmental 1mpact statements.

--Permitting the delegation of the impact statement
responsibility ignores the basic purpcse of NEPA
which was to hold the Federal Government respon-
sible for maintaining the guality of our environment.

--The provision mijht provide a precedent for .uture
Federal programs.

Ae examined environmental reviews, prepared by communi-
ties receiving block grants, to orov'de the Congress with
information as to whether the policies of NEPA were being
effectively 1implemented and whether thz public can be assured
undiminishad protection of the environment in connection

"with expenditures under this program.

. Aft=r consulting with CEQ, as reguired by section
104(h)(1), on January 7, 1975 (corrected and amended or July
16, 1975), HUD 1ssued regulations governing environmental
reviews. These regulatioas turn all NEPA responsibilities
over to the block grant communities (unless a lack of legal
capacity 1s deemed to exist) and provide for release of
block grant funds based on community certification of COm=
pliance thh HUD and NEPA requirements.

To comply, a community must go throug™ a pres”rlbed
review process to identify any environmentul impacts (i.e.,
any alteration of existing environirental condltlons or
creation ¢f a new set of conditions) of proposed actions.



Except for certain exempt activities, such as planning,
adninistrative, and continuaticn projects, a community must
determine for each project (1) existing environmental
conditions, (2) adverse and beneficial impacts, (3) nature;
magnitude, and extent of any impacts, (4) modifications
or alternatives which could eliminate oy minimize adverse
impacts or enhance environmental quality, and (5) whether
“he proposed project may significantly affect the quality
f the human environment. Also, communities must review
each project to determine whether any histcric properties
will be affected.

As support for the performance of an environmerntal review,
cemmunities are reguired to maintain an environmertal review
record which must include a.project description; documentation
show.ng that each cstep 1n the review process has been per-
formed; evidence that the required historic preservation
revie« analysis has been conducted; and any other information
necessary to support actions taken. v '

HUD regulations state that environmental impcect deter-
minations are "* * * larqely a matter of judament o» the part
of the applicant * * *." Accordingly, apglicants generally
have the sole responsibility for determining whether planned
actions will have a significant impact on the environment. HUD
reguires a mandatory finding of significance for only two
types of projects--housing programs vhich would remove, demo-

“lish, convert, or construct a total of 500 or more dwelling
units and water and sewer facilities programs which will
serve undeveloped areas of 10U acres or more.

When a community makes a decision as to the significance
of a project's impact on the environment, notice of such
decisions inust be published in a local uaewspaper and copies
must be sent to local groups knownh to be interested in the
applicant's activities; local, State, and Federal agencies;
and authorized State and areawide planning and development
clearinghouses for comment.

For fincdings of no significant effect, a community must
allow 15 days for public comment before publishing a news-
paper notice to advise the public of its intent to request
release of funds. After a wait of 5 additional days, the
community 1s free to request the release of vroject funds
from HUD upon certification that its environmental respon-
sibilities have been carried out. HUD can release funds 15
days after receiving the community's reguest or a minimum
elapsed time of 35 days.
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For projects in which a finding of significant effect is
.1ade, however, an Environmental Impact Statement must be pre-
parec and the earliest that funds can be released i1s 110
days. This has nct proven .to be a major handiceép because
only 75 Envircaomental Impact Statements have been prepared
by block grant recivients as of September 1976.

HUD's aproval of a community's certification is deemed
to satisfy HUD's NEPA responsibilities.
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CHAPTER 2

IMPROVFMENTS NEEDED. IN THE

ENVIROWNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

Because of the nreovisions of KUD regulations, communities
are making environmental reviews for projects having little- or .
no impact on the environment. Specifically, our review of:
195 environmenta: review records (ERRS) 1n 26 communitiec.
shcwed that 106 ZRRs appeared to be unnecessary because Qf-
their environmental insignificance.  These 26 .communities.
nad spent about $214,000 during the first program year to
perform 450 environmental veviews. Considering that 3,044
communities received grants in fiscal year 1975, the cost’

.of verforming environmental reviews on a nat10nw1de baSls‘

could have aooroxlmatOd S14 million.

We also evaluated the adequacy of 47 ERRs that were
prepared by 9-of the 26 communities. While these 47 ERRs,
in our opinion, were necessary, we found that 34 of *hem
were incompiete decause they did not

-~totally cesscribe .the work to be done o: define
the environmental cond:itions existiny n project
areas,

--1dentifv and evaluate all environmental meacts of
proposed projects,

--consider modifications to or alternatives for
proposed orojects, or

--make the required historic analysis of prooe*tles
in project areas.

We believe that the eliminatioen of environmental reviews
for certain environmentally insignificant types of projects
would streamline the review process and allow communities
to (1) nave more immediate use of grant funds, (2) have more
grant funds ava:lable for projects, and (3) perform more
effective reviews for significant projects. '

We also believe that HUD needs to assume a more: domlnant
role in the environmental meview process by (1) providing
better guidance te communities, (2) putting increased emphasis
on training community environmentallsts, and. (3) 1mprov1ng
its monitoring orogram.



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS FOR SOME
TYPES OF PROJECTS NOT. NEEDED

To obtain crant funds, communities must Qo through a pre-

scribed environmental review process for each activity not
considered exempt by HUD regulations. Activities which dc not
. have to be environmentallly assessed incllde (1) environmental
studies, (2) program p.anning and administrative expenditures,
{(3) continuaticon Drd]ects which were the subje t of previous
‘environmental reviews and for which no significant changes
~in technology or available data have occurred, and (4) first-
year actions to continue previously approved urban renewal or
model cilties projects.

All other activities must be assessed. However, our
‘evaluation of ERRs showed that communities are expending
grant funds to perform envaronmental reviews for many proj-
ects which arz so minor in nature that few, i1f-any, discer-
nible 1mpacts can be expected to occur. We reviewed 195 of
450 ERRs prepared by 26 ceommunities and, based upon the type
of projects being planned, about 54 percent appeared to be
unnecessary kecause they wer2 minor i1n nature and had little
potential impact on the environment.

r

Tne 26 communitles we visited spent about $214,000 to
prepare 450 ERRs for the first program year~-an average of
about $475 for each ERR. Of these, 22 were entitlement com-
munities,_each of which spent an average of $¢,568 to prepare
its ERRs. The remaining four were discretlonary communitles,
each of which spent an average of $836.50 to prepare its ERRs.
During the first program year HUD approved 1,321 entitlement
grants, which were allccated on the basis of the legislative
formula, and 1,913 discretionary grants, which were awarded
at the Secretary's discretion. If each community spent the
average amount spent by the 26 communities, we estimate
that the nationwide cost of performxng environmental reviews
was about $14 million.

- To classify community projects which we believed to be

environmentally 1nsxgn1f1cant. we developed our own criteria,
as follows:

Type of Projects for Which an Environmental
Review Appears Unnecesscry

Social or service proijects waere aid is given
to the recipient (e.g., medical care, ccunseling,
security patrols, recreation, education, and social
programs, child care, tialning, and transportation)y.

- . . . 1] i . B
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Maintenance projects that maintain the status
quo or make minor improvements (e.g., community
cleanup, tree trimming, maintaining vacant
lots and vacant structures, and street
lighting}). ‘

Beautification projects (e.g., landscaping; <street
furniture; fixing or eqripping already established
parks, wlaygrounds, tot lots, and passive '
recreation areas).

Rehabi.itation or renovation of occupied structures
and rehabilitation or other types of loans and
grants to owners for work that does not materially
alter the environment.

Repair or replacement projects that do not change
the use of the item repaired (2.g9., water and
-sewer system, curbs and sidewalks, modification
to buildirgs for the elderly and handicapped,
repaving streets, and code enforcement to bring
properties into compliance with health or zoning

codes)..

Comprehensive [programs that include cembinations
of the above categories but do not materially
alter the environment.

These critzria were developed after evaluating a number
of ERRs and ascertaining typical categories or projects in
which (1) few environmental impacts were identified and (2)
identify impacts were expected to be minor. We also considered
a community development consultant's study which ciassified
such community actions as rehabilitation, street improvements,
curb and sidewalk improvements, code entorcement, and renova-
tions as not essentially 2ltering the environment, We recognize,
however, that for some projects a determination of their effect
on historic properties may be necessary.

The following chart shows the results of our review.
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Number Percent
ERRs reviewed ' ' - .a/195 L=
Communities visited _26. -
ERRs which appeared : Lo
to be unnecessary: ‘ S
Social or service projects 37 : o=
Mainterance projects 8 _ -
Beautification projects 13 -
Rehabilitation activities 16 -
Repair activities 7 24 o -
Comprehensive activities 8 106 o=
ERRs reviewed which :
appeared to be unnecessary _ 54.5

a/At each community 1f more than 10 ERRS were prepared
during the first year, 10 were randomly selecrted for
review. If 10 or less ERRs were prepared, all were.
selected. '

Examples of each type of prOJECt for which an FRR appeared
unnecessary follow.

Social or service projects -

Kansas City, Kansas, prepared a 9-page ERR to assess a
$54,000 project which will fund the salaries c¢f juvenile
officers for a police special juvenile unit. The primary
project act1v1ty will be to apprehend truant scheocol children
and attempt to remedy their prcblems before they coumit ,
more serious legal transgressions. Various beneficial im--
pacts of the project were discussed in the ERR as were some
adverse 1mpacts, such as (1) temporary ineffectiveness of
initial program efforts and (2) insufficient funding. The
project was judged to have no 51gn1f1cant inpact on the en\lfb
ment.

Maintenance projects

Baltimore, Maryland, assessed a $100,000 supplemental city
gservices program providing (1) rat eradication services, (2)
trash pickup, and (3) .cleanup of alleys, vacant lots, and other
trouble spots. NoO negative impacts were cited and a fxndlnq of
no significant impact was mades, R
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Beautification projects

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, prepared a lengthy assessment

. for a $15,000 project to provide street furniture, such as

kiosks, benches, trash receptacles, and new street name signs

in residential areas. No negative impacts were cited.

"Rehabilitation activities

Lincoln, Nebraska, assessed a $97,000 project to provide
grants to homeowners to make needed repairs. Lincoln concluded
that the project would not be large enough to permit extensive
additions and the only negative impacts would be minor.

Repair activities

A $100,000 vineland, New Jersey, project to provide
pavement and curb improvements to existing paving was assessed
by a consultant. It was concluded that the project would
have no appreciable effect on the environment.

Comprehensive activities

A Lo Angeles County ERR assessed a $150,000 project to
provide ( * low interest loans for home rehabilitation and
{2) handvran and general fix-up services to elderly and
handicapped persons for property mainterance. No adverse
impacts on the environment were identified.

Comments on need for £RRs

Of the 26 communities we visited, 24 believed that
HUD's current environmental review requirements could be
reduced or eliminated for some types of prcjects. The
following table shows the types of projects which communi-
ties believe may not need to be environmentally assessed.

Types of projects for which Number of communities commenting

ERRs may not be necessary that ERRs may be unnecessary
Social or service 17
Maintenance or replacement 8

that maintains the status
guo or makes minor
improvements

Beautification . 12

10
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Tyves of projects for which Number of communities commenting
ERRs may not be necessary that FRRs.may be -unnecessary

Rehabilitacion or renovation 15
of occupied structures and
loans and grants for similar

work

Repairs or replacements that 16
do not change use of item
repaired

Some rommunities believed that the preparation of un=-
necessary ERRs delayed their projcrts. - Others believed un-
necessary work was created and the reduction or elimination
of ERR reguirements for some types of activities would save
money .

HUD representactives were generally in agreenrent that
ERR reguirements may not be necessarv for all classes of
N activities. Social service activities, maintenance or re-.
placement activities, and beautilication projects were the
type of activities prominently mentloned by HUD representa-
- tives in regional and area offices as not needing the type-
of environmental assessment required by current requlations.

A HUD Inspector General aud;t'(see p. 16.) also con-

- cluded th-t communities are performing environmental studies
for certain categqgories of projects which have little or no
impact on the quality of the human environmert. The
December 1976 audit report stated thac about 15 percent of
the projects examined by the HUD auditors were social or
"software" projects which, when assessed, were regarded as
little more than a "paper pushing” exercise by grantees,
The HJD report suggestéd that an extensive study of the
type and nature of the various projects undertaken by
grantees may reveal the nz2ed to revise the environmental
regulations to provide additional exemptions. As of March
1977, no action had been taken on the HUD report. {See
p. 16.)

A report, prepared in February 1977 by the staff of the
‘Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development, House
Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, stated
that local officials have universally complained about the
minor nature of many activities which require.a formal
.environmental assessment. The staff report went on to
state that local officials have '

"strongly urged that valuable statf resources
not be wasted on assessments of ivelatively

11



insignificant activities and that HUD
establish some sort of 'common sense!
threshold:as to whea a particular activity
becomes significant enough toc require a
formal environmental assessment.”

A CEQ representative advised us that CEQ would favor-
ably consider HUD proposals to expand the list of exempt : -
activities. He stated that such proposals would have t0’ 
be initiated and recommended by HUD.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS ARE INADEQUATE

Although HUD regulations state that "The manner in whxch
the appllcant carries out the environmental review pro- .. . =
cess * * * is largely within the discreticn of the appllcant,
certain mandatory review steps must be accomplished (see p. 3).
These steps are necessary for proper environmental assessments. -
to insure the adeguate protection of our environment. However,
the communities, in many cases, have not satisfactorily done
this. ' ' S :

we reviewed 47 ERRs prepared for first-year projects
by 9 communities in HUD's Philadelphia region. These 9
communities received community development grants totaling .
$125.2 milliorn during the first program year. Of the 47 -ERRs
reviewed, 34 had one or more of the problemc discussed below.

Deficiencies found Number ' Description of types-
in ERRs reviewad of - ERRS of deficiencies.

Project descriptions 13 The ERR must contain a pro-
incomplete ject description. Five

communities had not thor-
oughly described the details
of planned projects--a
necessary start for an
adequate analysis.

Existing conditions 12 Existing environmental con-

not totally defined - ditions and current enviion-
mental trends must be
identified in order to pro-
vide a data base for assessing

. a project. Five communities
had not done this. -~ =

12



Deficiencies found Number
- in ERRs reviewed of ERRS
“Environmental impacts 30
not identified or :
completely discussed
Projecf alternatives 20
and’or modifications
not discussed
Historic preservation - 17

analysis ilncomplete

D:scription of types
of deficiencies

All environmental impacts of
a project must be identified
in terms of their nature,
magnitude, and extent. Seven
communities had not done

this fer key areas of the
environment.

An environmental review rust
determine whether changes
could be made or alterna-
tives adopted to eliminate
or minimize adverse impacts.
Four communities failed

to consider alternatives
and/or modifications.

Each project must be ex-
amined to identify any prop-
erties included cn or eligible
for the National Register

of Historic Places and to
determine whether the prop-
erty will be-affected.

Four communities nad not

done this.

The following examples illustrate some of the deficien-

cies noted above.

--A Wilmington, Delaware, proizct for the
development of parks, waterways, and
community facilities does not describe
exactly what will be done for each planned
activity, making an analysis of environ-

mental impacts difficult.

The ERR also

did not address all potential environ-
mental impacts including water quality
standards and wildlife and vegetation or
discuss possible project modifications.

~=-A 5cranton, Pennsylvania, 2aroject to
acquire an unused warehouse for an in-
door skating rink described the existing
condition of the structure but rnot the
existing environmental conditions in the
project area. Additionally, the ERR did
not (1) adequately describe the planned
project, (2) identify and discuss all

13
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exwironmental impacts, (3) discuss
alternatives or modifications, or (4)
show evidence that a historic analysis
was performed.

~--A Philadelphia proiect for construction
or a compost recycling center in a major
park area did not discuss the nature,
magnitude, and extent of a number of
potential impacts. Among these potential
impacts were the effects of (1) air
pollution by increased truck traffic,
(2) increased nolse levels on area
recsidents, (3) the project on wildlife
and vegetation in the area, (4) the
project on the esthetic environment in
the park, and (5) a holding pond to be
constructed as a breeding area for insects
or as a sourre of odors from bacteria
growth.

EPA and HEW analysis cf ERRs

To supplement our analysis of community environmental
reviews, we referred 19 ERRs prepared by 7 communities to
the Ervironmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 14 ERRs pre-
pared by 3 communities to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare (HEW) to obtain their comments regarding the
adequacy of community environmental reviews, .These agencies
were selected by us for referral because of their jurisdiction
by law or special ‘expertise for key aspects of the physical
and/or social environment. The ERRs we referred were
selected because they weré typical examples of community
ERRs and they appearec to have problems with documentatlon
and analy51s.

The rasults of EPA's analysis of the 19 ERRs for . the
7 communit’ s are shown beldw,

Project description incomplete 1

Exi1sting conditions not totally
discussed 7

All environmental impacts not
discussed 19

Alternatives'and/or modifications :
not discussed . 11
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Of the 19 ERRS reviewed, EPA classified 11 as being "
incomplete or inedeguate, 1In general, ERRs were considered:
incomplete or inadequate if the community failed to address:
many expected impacts and did not discuss other details,".
such as existing environmental conditions, modlfxcatlons,
and alternatives. The following two examples provide an
indication of how EPA made 1its c1ass1flcatlons.

--EPA founa a Scranton ERR for a bridge replacement
and repair project to be incomplete because it had
not (1) totally addressed at least 13 potent1a1
impacts, including the project's effects on a1r,., -
water, wildlife, and vegetation, and transportatlon

_and traffic, (2) discusseé modifications or '
alternatives, or (3) described the existing
environmental conditions in the project area. o
EPA commented that the ERR was not sufficiently
detailed to determine whether an Env1ronmenta1
Impact Statement should be prepared.

--An Allegheny County assessment for an iadustrial
park access road was considered by EPA to be in-
complete because it had not (1) addressed at leas‘
12 potential impacts, including air quality and
water gquality standards and effects of increased
traffic flow, (2) completely discussed modifications’
to the project, or (3) described all existing con-
ditions. EPA stated that tney have seen smaller
projects requiring an Environmental Impact Statement.

HEW chose to provide general observations on its review
of ERRs rather than commenting on a case~by-case basis. In.
citing the HUD environmental regulations as being "much too
generic” and providing little or no guidance on gquestions
to be addressed and methods of obtairing necessary informa-
tion, HEW stated that the quality cf the environmental =
assessments was directly proportionate to the quality of
HUD's guidance. For example, in a Philadelphia ERR for a
neighborhood conservation program, HEW cited weakhesses in
the project description and in the ERR's failure to address
at least 12 potential impacts of the project on the .environ-
ment, such as traffic, schools, and health service’ del1very—-
stating that "Th~ ERR gives little evidence of an apprec1-
ation of environmental impacts beyond gross physical
alterations." HEW believed the community was not at fault
for this situation and concluded that
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"The HUD procedures which shift responsibility
for determining (NEPA) compliance to the
applicant are neither adeguate nor effective."

Internal sudit and HUD
monitoring visits

‘An ‘audit report issued by HUD's Office of Inspector
General on December 29, 1976, 1/ to the Acting Assistant
“Secretary for Community Planning anu Development discussed
the inadequacy of community environmental reviews. The
Inspector General audit was performed during the period
June 1975 to February 1976 and included visits to 49
communities in 24 States and che review of ERRs prepared
for 259 first-year projects.  The auditors found that

--projects were not fully described in a number of
instances;

-=37 communities prepared assessments which were
B deneralily inacdequate because they did not adequately
AP perform all of the review steps prescribed by HUD, .
! including th2 (1) description of existing physical
and social environmental conditions; (2) identifi-
cation of environmental 1mpacts in terms of their
nature, macnitude, and extent; and (3) considera-
tion of modifications and alternatives:; and

--some communities had not prepared Environmental
Impact Statements, although projects exceeded
thresholds established by HUD for determining
significance, or had such significant environ=-
mental impacts as to warrant the preparation of
an Environment:l Impact Statement.

The report made several recommendations for improving
the environmental review process. HUD's response on March
8, 1977, stated that resoluticn of the matters discussed
in the report would be dela‘ed pending confirmation of a
new Assistant Secretary.

In addition to the HUD audit, monitoring visits made.
by HUD field offices during January 1, 1976, to September
30, 1976, nnted envoronmental review deficiencies at the

1/"Environmental Review Activitiec of Grantees Participating
in the Community Develcopment Block Grant Program.”
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